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Declaration of Cooperation 

Executive Summary 
 

The Declaration of Cooperation (DOC) provides a consensus strategy for guiding Loudoun County’s 
watershed planning process.  The DOC was created by the 69-member Loudoun Strategic Watershed 
Management Solutions (SWMS) Team, consisting of representatives of 41 different development, 
agriculture, conservation, county, state, federal and citizen interests.  Team members worked over the 
course of four intensive meetings (February to June 2006) to develop this consensus guidance, and 
request the Loudoun County Board of Supervisors and Towns enact resolutions of support for the 
DOC.  

In recognition of the need for continued collaboration through the watershed planning process, the 
DOC describes recommendations for the County strategy for watershed planning and also identifies 
specific Team member commitments for supporting the County strategy. (For further background on 
SWMS, see the Summary of SWMS, page 3.  For specific commitments of Team members, see Appendix 4.) 
Need: Loudoun County currently manages its water resources through a variety of diverse programs, 
but has no county-wide watershed plan that connects these programs or establishes priorities among the 
programs.  A watershed plan will bring together the County’s needs, priorities, and implementation 
plans into a specific project that will protect and restore its water resources.  The plan will provide an 
integrated picture of federal and state obligations for removing pollutants from Loudoun’s waters, 
combined with priorities for protecting drinking water and preventing pollution of currently clean 
waters. (For more specifics on what a watershed plan will cover, see the Summary of SWMS, page 3.) 
Principles, vision, values, and goals:  The SWMS Team identified guiding principles for the planning 
process and crafted a vision, values and goals for the watershed plan, which may be found in the 
Declaration of Cooperation. (See Section II.B.) 
Scope and Overall Process:  The SWMS Team recommends a two-phased approach to develop watershed 
plans.  A phased approach will enable the County to immediately begin watershed planning using 
currently available data at minimal cost.  It will also allow the County to enhance the quality and 
sophistication of its plans over time as additional resources become available.  The watershed planning 
process will result in watershed plans for nine major watersheds within the County and support the 
watershed activities of neighboring Counties where the natural borders of some of the nine watersheds 
end.  When more resources become available to the County, more data collection and analysis followed 
by the development of more sophisticated and detailed watershed plans will ensue.  (For more information 
on the two-phased approach, see the DOC, Section III.)  
Collaborative Governance Approach:  To provide technical oversight, policy, and public involvement 
for the watershed management process, a county-wide Stakeholder Steering Committee will be formed 
to guide implementation of this Declaration of Cooperation, develop watershed plans, and resolve other 
issues related to watershed management. The Stakeholder Steering Committee may designate 
subcommittees to specifically resolve issues such as data management and storage, funding, and other 
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technical matters, which in turn will work with subcommittees designated from BOS Advisory 
Committees (e.g. WRTAC, etc.).  (For more information, see the committee organization chart in Appendix 2.)  
BOS and Town Council Action Needed:  The SWMS Team requests that the Board of Supervisors 
and Town Councils pass a Resolution of Support for this strategy, which has been developed through 
the hard work and dedication of a diverse and broadly-representative group of stakeholders.   

The following specific actions will result from this Resolution of Support: 

1) Designation of a Watershed Coordinator or Manager: The Watershed Coordinator or Manager 
will be responsible for coordinating the County’s watershed planning, and will report directly to the 
County Administrator’s Office.  The Manager’s or Coordinator’s responsibilities will include being 
the contact and liaison between the stakeholder Steering Committee, the staff, and County 
Administrator’s Office. 

2) Recognition of a county-wide Stakeholder Steering Committee:  The SWMS Team will 
empower the Stakeholder Steering Committee to begin to guide the watershed planning activities 
and to implement the Declaration of Cooperation. (For more information on the Stakeholder Steering 
Committee, see the DOC Section V.C.)  The Steering Committee may create several key subcommittees 
that will guide key watershed planning activities, which may include: 1) funding; 2) data 
management; 3) education and outreach; and 4) technical coordination. 

 

Participating Members of the SWMS Team 

 
FEDERAL & STATE AGENCIES 
Virginia Cooperative Extension - Loudoun Unit: C. Corey Childs 
Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR): Bob 

Slusser, Mark Aveni 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality: Robert Swanson, 

Bryant Thomas 
Virginia Department of Forestry: Kelley Wagner 
Virginia Department of Transportation: Pawan Sarang 
Loudoun Soil & Water Conservation District: Jim Christian, Peter 

Holden, Pat McIlvaine, Chris Van Vlack 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, NRCS, FSC, USDA: Larry 

Wilkinson 
U.S. Geological Survey: Mark R. Bennett, Nick Ratcliff (retired) 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineer:  Stacey Sloan Blersch 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: Debra Gutenson, Office of 

Ground Water and Drinking Water; Otto Gutenson, 
Wetland and Waters Program 

 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
Fairfax County: Matt Meyers 
Fairfax Water Authority: Gregory J. Prelewicz, P.E. 
Lovettsville: Samuel Finz 
Loudoun County Administration: Linda Neri  
Loudoun County Board of Supervisors: Sally Kurtz, Stephen Snow 
Loudoun County Building & Development: Wm. Kelly Baty, Matt 

Brown, Alex Blackburn, Dennis Cumbie, Laura Edmonds, 
Ed Erwin, Steve Kayser, William Marsh, Glen Rubis, Todd 
Taylor 

Loudoun County Environmental Health, Environmental 
Engineering and Policy Development: Robert Lee, James 
Mackie 

Loudoun County Office of Mapping and Geographic Information: 
Trent Small 

Loudoun County Parks and Recreation: Mark Novak 
Loudoun County Planning Department: Bruce McGranahan, Joe 

Gorney, Cindy Keegan 
Loudoun County Public Works (General Services, Stormwater): 

David Ward, Randy Williford 
Loudoun County Public Schools: Randy Vlad 

Water Resources Technical Advisory Committee (WRTAC): 
Charlie Faust 

 
WATER SUPPLY   
Loudoun County Sanitation Authority (LCSA): Todd Danielson  
 
PUBLIC & AGRICULTURAL GROUPS 
Loudoun County Farm Bureau: Chris Hatch, Donna Rogers 
Farmer: Chip Planck 
  
CONSERVATION & ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS 
Audubon Naturalist Society: Cliff Fairweather, Stella Koch 
Catoctin Scenic River Advisory Committee: Ann Larson 
Goose Creek Association: Nancy West 
Goose Creek Scenic River Advisory Committee: Helen Casey 
Loudoun Watershed Watch: Darrell Schwalm, Fred Fox  
Loudoun Wildlife Conservancy: Phil Daley  
The Piedmont Environmental Council (PEC): Gem Bingol, Ed 

Gorski 
 
DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY 
Greenvest L.C.:  David Snellings 
Northern Virginia Building Industry Association: George 

McGregor  
Heavy Construction Contractors Association: Jim Stepahin 
Luck Stone Corporation: Mark Peterson  
Toll Brothers: Bill Hatzer 
Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc. (WSSI): Mark Headly  
VA Paving Company: Chris Monahan 
 
REGIONAL GOVERNMENT 
Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority: Michael T. Hackett, 

Charles Baummer 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments: John Galli 
Northern Virginia Regional Commission: Katherine K. Mull  
 
FACILITATION  
Institute for Environmental Negotiation, University of Virginia: 

Tanya Denckla Cobb, Christine Gyovai, Jason Espie 
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Summary of the SWMS Effort 

 
I. NEED FOR A COMPREHENSIVE WATERSHED PLAN 

  
Loudoun County is required to meet several state and regional water resource program goals and 
statutory requirements. These include the Virginia Pollution Discharge Elimination System (VPDES) 
requirements, the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) requirements, the Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) numeric caps and daily limits, Nutrient Load Caps for Wastewater Plants including 
offset requirements for new and expanded facilities, Nutrient Removal Technology for Wastewater 
Plant requirements, Water Supply Planning and Drought Management plan requirements to be applied 
locally or regionally, Virginia Tributary Strategies under the Chesapeake Bay Agreement, and the Virginia 
Scenic River requirements, among others.  The state recommends that local watershed management 
plans be used as a planning tool by local governments to integrate the requirements of and help meet 
these requirements.  Local watershed plans can also provide a more comprehensive local perspective to 
the state and regional efforts, as well as enhance these efforts. 
 
The state also advises that it is “critical that both comprehensive plans and zoning proposals are 
reviewed in the watershed context” (excerpted from Local Watershed Management Planning in Virginia – A 
Community Water Quality Approach, Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation).  Including 
watershed management planning in the comprehensive plan improves decision-making.  It also helps to 
avoid costly mistakes and secondary impacts of land use decisions on water and habitat quality.  
 
Loudoun County already has a number of important programs and activities related to watershed 
management, however, they are not connected efforts.  Currently there is no county-wide watershed 
plan, or no watershed-based plan for managing the County’s water resources.  The County currently 
manages its water resources through a variety of programs, but those programs can lack consistent 
coordination because they are administered through different departments and may be managed on a 
case-by-case or site-specific basis.  Much like the County’s Capital Improvement Plan that brings 
together in one place all of the county needs and priorities for capital improvements, a watershed plan 
will bring together in one place, for the first time, all of the County’s needs and priorities for managing 
its water resources.   
 
Thus, a watershed management plan will provide the Board of Supervisors with an integrated picture of 
Loudoun’s federal and state obligations for removing pollutants from Loudoun’s waters, combined with 
its priorities for protecting drinking water and preventing pollution of currently clean waters. Bringing all 
of this information together is essential, particularly as federal and state governments are increasing their 
mandates relating to water quality and water supply planning. The watershed plan will achieve several 
goals.   

1. The plan will provide guidance on a county-wide basis for assessing the current condition of 
Loudoun’s waters; this assessment will identify waters in need of remediation or restoration 
and those in need of protection from becoming degraded.  

2. The plan will prioritize the areas needing attention first and create a specific plan of action, 
based on a set of criteria to be established and a cost-benefit analysis. Actions may include:   

a. specific on-the-ground stream restoration, stormwater management, or other 
infrastructure projects;  

b. policy recommendations to achieve improved protection of Loudoun’s waters; and  
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c. education, partnership, and implementation projects that will improve citizen 
involvement in protecting Loudoun’s waters.  

3. The plan will also identify sources of funding and create a strategy for funding watershed 
plan implementation. 

4. Implementation of the plan will help create healthy water resources which are economically 
valuable.  Water resource protection activities in agricultural, residential, and urban areas will 
often provide economic benefits to the landowner, along with the expected environmental 
benefits.  Restoring stream buffers and protecting wetlands, floodplains, and ground water 
recharge areas will reduce erosion and flooding, as well as maintain the quality and quantity 
of surface water and groundwater for drinking water supplies. 

Further information about the content and nature of a watershed plan may be found in Appendix 3. 
 

II. BACKGROUND OF SWMS 
 
The Loudoun Strategic Watershed Management Solutions (SWMS) is a collaborative initiative to 
coordinate existing watershed efforts and define a shared vision for managing Loudoun County’s 
watersheds.  A stakeholder group was convened by Loudoun County’s Department of Building and 
Development and facilitated by the University of Virginia’s Institute for Environmental Negotiation 
(IEN). Funding for the project is provided by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, and Loudoun County. 
 
During January and February 2006, IEN conducted 17 interviews with stakeholders representing 
different perspectives and interests about the development of a strategy for watershed planning in 
Loudoun County. These interviews were conducted in preparation for the first SWMS Team meeting to 
help shape the agenda, identify the kind of information and speakers needed at the first meeting, 
inventory activities and studies relevant to Loudoun’s watershed planning effort, and identify issues and 
concerns that would need to be discussed.  With this information, IEN developed a summary of its 
findings as well as an inventory of watershed activities, studies, and sources of data.  (Copies of the 
Summary of the Interviews and meeting summaries may be found in Appendix 5).   
 
The next step in the SWMS initiative was the formation of a stakeholder group called the “SWMS 
Team.”  Drawing on recommendations from county staff and a number of stakeholders interviewed 
during the convening process, over 125 people who represent the interests of federal, state, regional, 
local government (County and Towns), water supply, environmental and conservation groups, farming, 
business, development, and homeowner associations were invited to participate.  Of those invited, 
approximately 69 people participated in the four SWMS meetings, February 22-23, March 23-24, May 4, 
and June 14, 2006, in which decisions were made by consensus.  
 
Through the SWMS meetings and after much deliberation, discussion, and hard work, the Team 
developed a number of key recommendations regarding the development of a Watershed Plan for 
Loudoun County.  The key areas of agreement developed by the SWMS Team are detailed below in the 
body of the Declaration of Cooperation (DOC). 
 
The SWMS Team understands that the watershed planning process will need to use an adaptive 
management approach in which changes in the planning process are made as experience is gained and 
lessons learned.  The agreements reached represent recommendations by the SWMS Team, and it is 
recognized they may need to be modified to reflect revised timelines or available resources.  The Team 
recommends the establishment of a Steering Committee to provide a mechanism to collaboratively 
make changes to the recommendations contained in this Declaration of Cooperation.  

 4



The Loudoun County  

Strategic Watershed Management Solutions (SWMS) 

DECLARATION OF COOPERATION 
 

KEY AREAS OF AGREEMENT 
 

III. DOC BACKGROUND  
 
This Declaration of Cooperation (DOC) was created in spring 2006 to serve as a compendium of the 
recommendations developed by the Loudoun Strategic Watershed Management Solutions (SWMS) 
Team.  The DOC represents significant thought and effort on the part of key stakeholders, and it draws 
on the lessons learned from other Virginia counties that have already undertaken watershed planning.  
To reconcile conflicting viewpoints regarding the watershed planning process, Loudoun County staff 
envisioned the need to bring all key stakeholders together at the outset to create a shared consensus 
strategy and process for watershed planning that the County and stakeholders, together, could both 
support.  This DOC, as a result, provides consensus parameters and guidance for the watershed 
planning process.  In addition to consensus support for the collaborative approach outlined, as indicated 
by the signature pages, some SWMS Team members have provided additional specific organizational 
commitments to the watershed planning process.  (Member signatures and commitments may be found in 
Appendix 4.)   

 
 

IV. GUIDING PRINCIPLES, VISION, VALUES, AND GOALS 

The following guiding principles, vision, values, and goals are recommended for a watershed plan for 
Loudoun County.  

A. Principles – The following are principles recommended to guide the watershed planning process:  

1. Create a realistic, achievable, implementable, balanced plan based on scientific data and 
models that are accepted by professional scientists in the field. 

2. Create a flexible, dynamic, and simple plan. 

3. Address resources for implementation in the watershed planning process (monetary, in-kind 
and staff).   

4. Consider economic development, jobs, housing (current and future), agriculture, and 
conservation land needs in the creation of the plan. 

5. Provide a plan based on consensus among the diverse views. 

6. Provide a collaborative approach that allows stakeholders to work together to provide 
support and not duplicate individual efforts or projects. 

B. Vision -- The following vision is recommended for Loudoun County’s watershed plan:  

Loudoun County is a place where natural and cultural resources offer beauty and function.  Residents and visitors 
enjoy clean drinking water, recreate in swimmable and fishable waters, and have access to diverse natural habitats.  
Loudoun’s residents remain informed, energized, and involved in maintaining and protecting healthy watersheds. 
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C. Values -- The following values are recommended to drive Loudoun County’s watershed planning 
effort and to meet the needs of future generations:   

1. Affordable and clean drinking water is always available for all Loudoun citizens. 

2. Economic development activities are sensitive to watershed functions and health.  

3. Nature and natural systems that are essential for stream health exist in all Loudoun 
watersheds.  

4. Stewardship is recognized as a community responsibility and encouraged.  

5. Recreational use of accessible water resources is available for all Loudoun citizens.  

6. Healthy stream habitats and aquatic ecosystems are protected in all Loudoun streams. 

7. Watershed planning and management is sensitive to the needs of agricultural production, 
including adequate water supplies, and the continued viability of the County’s agricultural 
heritage as a means of food security and economic growth. 

8. All Loudoun citizens remain engaged, informed, and active in watershed planning, 
expressing the holistic concept of community responsibility. 

D. Goals -- The following broad goals are recommended for Loudoun County’s watershed planning 
effort:  

1. Protect public health and the environment. 

2. Manage groundwater and surface water supply for current and future demands through 
private and public means. 

3. Manage stormwater runoff in accordance with best management practices to protect stream 
channel processes and to preserve and restore water quality, stream health, and groundwater 
recharge. 

4. Protect, provide, and restore diverse habitats and riparian buffers to provide healthy streams 
and public recreation opportunities. 

5. Preserve the economic value of healthy watersheds by providing the natural functions of 
watersheds including wetlands and floodplains.  

6. Engage citizens in watershed planning efforts, raise their awareness of Loudoun’s 
watersheds, and utilize citizen input in all watershed matters. 

7. Effect cooperation and coordination between government and non-government watershed 
management efforts, data collection, and resources within the watersheds. 

 

V. SCOPE AND OVERALL PROCESS FOR LOUDOUN WATERSHED 
PLANNING  

A. Two-Phased Approach -- The SWMS Team recommends a two-phased approach to develop 
watershed plans.  This phased approach will enable the County to immediately begin watershed 
planning using currently available data at a minimum cost.   It will also allow the County to 
enhance the quality and sophistication of its plans over time as grants and other funding 
becomes available. 

B. Phase I -- Watershed management planning can proceed immediately using already acquired or 
existing data in a cost-effective manner.  In this phase, three different types of plans are 
recommended in recognition of the different scope and scale of legal requirements and needs for 

 6



watershed planning.  All three should be developed in parallel, at the same time, using currently 
existing data beginning as soon as practicable. 

1. Tier I: Regional Plan: Loudoun County watersheds extend into adjoining counties, and are 
part of the larger Chesapeake Bay Watershed.  It is recommended that a Regional Watershed 
Plan defined by the geographic boundaries of the watersheds be developed in cooperation 
with neighboring jurisdictions and regional authorities (e.g. Fairfax, Prince William, and 
Fauquier). 

2. Tier II: Major Watershed Plans:  Individual Watershed Management Plans that are 
defined by both the political boundaries of the County and watershed boundaries are 
recommended to be developed for the nine major watersheds and areas that drain directly to 
the Potomac, (i.e., Direct Watershed to the Potomac). These plans will involve working with 
stakeholders within those watersheds, and providing communication and coordination 
regarding those plans at the county-wide level.  Individual watershed management plans 
using existing data should be developed for: (1) Sugarland Run and Broad Run, (2) Bull Run, 
(3) Beaverdam Creek and Lower Goose Creek (4) Upper Goose Creek, (5) Limestone 
Branch and Clarks Run, (6) Catoctin Creek, (7) Dutchman’s Creek and Quarter Branch, (8) 
Piney Run, and (9) Cub Run.    

3. Tier III: Subwatershed Implementation Plans: Preliminary Subwatershed 
Implementation Plans should be developed as supplements to each of the major watershed 
plans.  The subwatershed plans should be defined by both subwatershed boundaries and 
characterization of the subwatershed.  Each subwatershed plan will provide implementation 
strategies to protect and restore the water quality and stream health in specific portions of 
the watershed.  The order in which these supplemental plans are developed should be based 
on a prioritization system that selects the “most vulnerable” watersheds first, with 
preference given to headwater subwatersheds, drinking water sources, and vulnerability 
potential. 

4. Modeling – In Phase I, the County will begin its watershed planning with the least-cost 
predictive tools that do not require data beyond what is already available, that are simple, and 
can be used in-house by Loudoun County staff.  For predicting impacts of different 
management options on water quality and quantity, the County will consider basic 
spreadsheet models. For ground water quality and quantity, the models can offer predictive 
guidance for nonpoint source pollution and base flow.  Questions regarding ground water 
availability are more difficult to quantify with ground water models and require a good 
conceptual understanding of the ground water flow system of the area being studied.  In 
Phase I, the County will focus on developing a conceptual understanding of the groundwater 
flow system. (For further guidance on modeling, see Appendix 1). 

C. Phase II – More sophisticated watershed management plans can be developed when County or 
other resources are available to collect and analyze additional data, based on established 
priorities.  The data collection could focus on: (1) filling identified data gaps; (2) developing 
sophisticated predictive models to assess degradation impacts under varying loading and growth 
conditions (see Section IV below); (3) developing detailed subwatershed implementation plans 
based on stream surveys; and (4) assessing progress in achieving planning goals based on water 
quality and stream health data collected under probability and trend monitoring approaches. 

1. Detailed Field Surveys -- Additional field surveys should be conducted in each 
subwatershed to provide updated and more detailed data.  These detailed field surveys 
should be used to assess the pathways of runoff to streams, hydrological impacts of 
increased runoff, impacts on aquatic life, and impacts on habitat.   
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2. Updated Implementation Plans -- The field survey results can be used to revise the 
preliminary subwatershed implementation plans into more detailed, long-term 
implementation plans.   

3. Modeling -- As the County progresses in its Watershed Management Planning effort, it 
may need more sophisticated predictive capability. When more data are gathered and 
become available, the County should consider more complex modeling methodologies to 
predict the impact of proposed management strategies on water quality, quantity, and 
groundwater.  More complex modeling may require additional funding and staffing 
capacity to accomplish.  (For further guidance on modeling, see Appendix 1.)  

D. Collaborative Governance Approach – A broadly representative and balanced county-wide 
Stakeholder Steering Committee will be established to provide policy and technical 
recommendations to the Board of Supervisors. The Stakeholder Steering Committee will guide 
implementation of this Declaration of Cooperation and ensure that an “adaptive management” 
approach is used to make changes to the watershed planning process as experience is gained and 
lessons learned. Technical subcommittees will be established to provide input and guidance to 
the Stakeholder Steering Committee and County as needed. The SWMS Team also recommends 
establishing subwatershed committees, if needed, with liaisons from the subwatershed 
committees serving on the county-wide Stakeholder Steering Committee.  (For the Stakeholder 
Steering Committee composition, organizational structure, and communication structure, see Appendix 2.) 

 

VI. MODELING 

A. Decision-Making Tool -- Computer modeling can be a helpful decision-making tool for the 
watershed planning process.  It can be used to forecast the impact of different management 
strategies, and therefore help in the selection of preferred management practices.  The principal 
use envisioned for modeling in the Loudoun watershed planning process is to provide better 
information for decisions regarding water quality and water quantity (water supply planning) for 
both surface and ground water.  (For further guidance on modeling, see Appendix I.)  
1. Surface Water Modeling -- For surface water quality and quantity, the models can offer 

predictive guidance for aquatic, drinking, and recreational values of streams, specifically 
addressing at least sediment, nutrients, and flow variation (“flashiness”).  

2. Ground Water Modeling -- For ground water quality and quantity, the models can offer 
predictive guidance for nonpoint source pollution, base flow, and water supplies and will 
help develop a conceptual understanding of the groundwater system.  

3. Modeling Choices -- The Team recognizes that there are a wide range of models available 
that can vary greatly in cost, complexity, ease of application, and ability to use in-house.  In 
light of this, the Team recommends that the County adopt a phased approach, as described 
above.  In addition, the Team recommends that the modeling information be shared with 
the public in an accessible and understandable format, such as through the Internet. 

 

VII. DATA MANAGEMENT AND PROTOCOLS 

A. Current Data Availability -- Data are a major component of the watershed plan, and there is a 
need for more attention and resources to be directed to data management and acquisition.  The 
SWMS Team agrees that data and studies currently available are sufficient to provide the initial 
prioritization and snapshot assessment envisioned in Phase I of the proposed Scope of watershed 
planning.  However, the SWMS Team recommends that the integrity of existing data be examined 
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carefully before using it in any assessment as not all existing data are relevant to the assessment’s 
purpose, and some are old or perhaps faulty.   

B. Central Database and Data Coordinator/ Office -- A common database needs to be created 
to store water quality and quantity data from the many data collection entities working in the 
County.  It is important that there be one data “coordinator” or management focal point that 
assembles data and establishes standard data collection and management protocols.  The Team also 
recommends that the Steering Committee coordinate with the data coordinator or manager about 
the data needs identified by the Water Resources Technical Advisory Committee (WRTAC).   

C. Monitoring -- A combination of monitoring approaches is needed.  One approach, suggested 
for use during Phase I of the Scope, is to use probabilistic-based (statistical) monitoring, applied 
Countywide to provide baseline, and snapshot data on watershed conditions for tracking progress.  
Another important approach, suggested for Phase II of the Scope, is to establish an on-going system 
of permanent monitoring stations to monitor progress over time.  Lastly, the SWMS Team 
recommends analyzing and reporting monitoring data on a periodic basis to ensure relevant data are 
being collected.   

D. Stream Survey Data -- Stream surveys will eventually be needed to develop data needed for 
detailed implementation plans to protect or restore priority stream segments identified in 
subwatershed plans.  

E. Data Collection Needs -- It is important that a number of data and stream quality studies be 
incorporated into the assessment and watershed characterization effort.  There is a need to decide 
how to quickly gather and assess these existing data for use in the county-wide assessment based on 
costs and the needs listed below.  All new data collection should follow data collection protocols 
used by existing studies, or State-endorsed monitoring guidelines. 

1. The County should consider making a commitment to inventory, map and monitor all 
water resources within the County’s watersheds.   

2. There is a need to establish a network of on-going monitoring stations to supplement 
the county-wide assessment and subwatershed characterization and to assist with the 
evaluation and updating of the Watershed Plans over the years.   

3.  A flow gauging network should be established to help monitor in-stream flow 
because maintaining ecologically healthy streams is a concern for the future of 
Loudoun’s waterways. 

4. GIS data needs to be incorporated into the Watershed Management Planning effort.  
Surface and ground water quality and quantity data, wetlands data, and other data as 
appropriate needs to be incorporated into the County GIS system and the County 
base maps.   

a. Protocols – The Steering Committee or its subcommittees may adopt standards and 
protocols for data collection, analysis, and reporting as the need arises.  
 
 

VIII. CRITERIA FOR PRIORITIZING PROBLEMS AND THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF SUBWATERSHED PLANS 

A. Need for Criteria -- The SWMS Team agreed that it is important to establish county-wide 
prioritization criteria to guide the watershed planning effort.  Specifically, prioritization criteria 
should help identify which subwatershed Plans are developed first and where implementation should 
first be initiated.  It is understood that any plan should be implemented incrementally so that 
identified priority areas can be addressed first. 
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B. Criteria Guidelines -- The Team identified the following list of criteria for priority 
determination.  They are not ordered and not given weight. 

• Rectify pre-existing and ineffective stormwater management controls.  

• Protect drinking source water. 

• Protect drinking water supply recharge areas. 

• Fulfill state and federal regulation requirements. 

• Protect waters in development-pressure areas, or areas on the cusp of change for future 
build-out.  

• Protect sensitive areas, such as headwaters, groundwater recharge areas, and wetlands. 

• Protect human health, particularly situations arising from possible septic or groundwater 
contamination.  

• Take into account the different characterizations amongst sub-watersheds such as size, 
urban, rural, east, west, soil type, farming, drinking water supply shed, etc.  

• Protect undeveloped or minimally developed subwatersheds. 

• Implement projects that are the most efficient and offer the greatest potential for efficient 
reduction of nutrients.  

IX. FUNDING 

A. Funding Strategy -- Funding is a critical part of the watershed planning process, and the Team’s 
recommendation for a funding strategy for the watershed planning process is below.  In addition, 
the Team developed a list of potential sources of funding and principles to consider when seeking 
funding, and other related information.  This information may be found in the March 2006 SWMS 
meeting summary.  

B. Dedicated Funding -- The Team emphasizes the need for a dedicated source of funding for 
watershed planning from within the County. There are many potential benefits from watershed 
planning, such as being aware, proactive and prepared for new stormwater and nutrient cap 
regulations that are forthcoming. (See Section I, “Need for a Comprehensive Watershed Plan,” page 3.)  
Creating a dedicated source of funding is important to ensure a successful watershed planning effort 
to help meet new State and Federal regulatory compliance requirements.   

C. Grant Funding -- Consider identifying sources of grant funding and corporate sponsorship for 
both a short-term and long-term source of funding for watershed planning, but especially in the 
short-term while a long-term funding strategy is being created.  The SWMS Team recognizes that 
significant staff time is required to write and administer grants.  

D. Targeted Funding -- Consider developing sources of funding for critical areas identified in the 
watershed plan.  In addition, consider phases in watershed planning when looking for and dedicating 
sources of funding, as fewer financial resources may be needed for Phase I than Phase II.  

E. Existing Funding -- Evaluate, prioritize, and possibly reallocate existing funding resources to 
determine if those resources could be applied to watershed planning.   

F. Bay Act Funding -- Consider the possibility of Loudoun County adopting the Chesapeake Bay 
Preservation Act (CBPA), which may be a potential source of funding.  However, there could be 
regulatory implications that could require careful consideration.   
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G. In-kind -- Consider significant financial contributions from in-kind sources such as citizen 
groups and the development community. 

 

X. STAKEHOLDER/ CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT IN THE WATERSHED 
PLANNING EFFORT 

A. Valuing Outcomes -- The SWMS Team agreed that the success of watershed management 
planning in Loudoun County ultimately depends on people valuing the outcomes and contributing 
to the watershed plan implementation activities.  The planning process should therefore involve 
people in the development of the Watershed Management Plans to enhance the Plan’s value to 
citizens. 

B. Engaging Citizens -- Overall, the Team agreed that it is essential for the planning process to 
create ways that make it easy for Loudoun citizens to be informed, engaged and involved.  Ideas 
include having planning leaders attend meetings of different citizens’ groups to reach citizens who 
might be difficult to reach otherwise, creating a website, conducting workshops, creating other 
forums to engage citizens, and providing educational resources to the public.  It is important to “go 
beyond the choir” to engage citizens who might not otherwise be involved in the watershed 
planning process and Plan implementation.  Outreach strategies also need to ensure that actual 
implementation strategies are accessible to people of all socio-economic levels. 

C. Methods to Involve Stakeholders -- To ensure stakeholder involvement throughout planning 
and implementation, the Team recommends that the County adopt the following approaches: 

1. Create an inventory of County organizations that are stakeholders in the watershed plan, i.e., 
organizations whose work or mission relates to the goals of the watershed plan, including 
conservation and environmental interests, historic preservation, parks and recreation, 
development, business, and agriculture. The SWMS participant list may be used as an initial 
document for this inventory.    

2. Convene or support a county-wide Stakeholder Steering Committee with representation of 
diverse interests to help guide the county-wide Watershed Management Planning process as 
previously outlined in Section V.D.   This committee should include liaisons from watershed 
groups as well as resource people and Loudoun County staff.   

3. Seek guidance from the county-wide Stakeholder Steering Committee and remain flexible in 
determining, for each individual watershed planning effort, the form of citizen involvement 
that is most appropriate for that watershed (e.g., stakeholder committees, task forces, ad hoc 
groups, focus groups, workshops, forums, presentations to homeowner associations 
(HOAs), etc.).   

4. Consider using existing stakeholder groups (e.g., Loudoun Watershed Watch, Northern 
Virginia Building Industry Association, Soil and Water Conservation District, etc.) as forums 
to enlist citizen engagement in the Watershed Management Planning effort. 

5. Involve schools and students, and use the schools as a forum to involve citizen in the 
planning process. 

6. Recognize that parks and streamside trails are valued community resources that can be used 
to engage citizens in watershed management. 

7. Consider using citizen volunteers to conduct some of the public education and outreach 
initiatives during the planning process to relieve the burden on County staff and to engage 
citizens in working with their neighbors. 
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XI. EDUCATION 

A. Informed Citizenry -- The watershed planning process should include a strong education 
component to create a more informed citizenry and to raise the awareness of citizens regarding 
watershed management needs.  Further, the educational component should be designed not only for 
the Plan but also for its implementation.  

B. Strategies -- The SWMS Team provides the following recommendations and guidelines for the 
County’s outreach and education efforts.   

• Use existing education/outreach programs to avoid ‘recreating the wheel’. 

• Education and outreach efforts should stay independent of the political arena.  

• Provide all on-site wastewater treatment system owners with knowledge about 
monitoring and maintaining septic systems.  

• Use stream valley parks as a venue for education and outreach. 

• Use education and outreach efforts to raise awareness of existing regulations and 
the need for compliance. 

• Involve the schools and students in the Watershed Management Planning process.  

 

XII. POLICY AND REGULATIONS  

A. Guidelines Regarding Policies and Regulations -- The SWMS Team agreed on the following 
guidelines for addressing policies and regulations in the Plan. 

1. Measures to protect watershed health will be integrated into the County’s planning and 
regulatory documents, including the Revised General Plan, Countywide 
Transportation Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and the Facilities Standards Manual.  County 
planning and regulatory documents should further the health and viability of County 
watersheds with particular attention to adequate water supplies, good water quality, 
healthy riparian corridors, erosion and sediment control, and healthy stream flows. 

2. The Stormwater permitting program is still under development, and other programs 
will need to be used in conjunction with the Stormwater program for addressing 
watershed problems.  

3. Watershed planning strategies should be mindful of Virginia’s Dillon Rule legal 
framework.  Legal or other expert opinions should be obtained when possible to 
resolve or clarify differing interpretations, such as inconsistent interpretations of court 
rulings. For instance, it would be helpful to obtain clarification about alternative septic 
systems, as there are different approaches being taken in Clarke and Fauquier 
Counties. 

4. The Plan should incorporate and address the TMDL regulations and guidelines of the 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality and Department of Conservation and 
Recreation. 

B. Guidelines for Handling Issues -- The SWMS Team agreed on the following guidelines for 
how to handle issues that arise during the watershed planning process that could impact policies and 
regulations. Some policy recommendations may apply to only one of the County’s watersheds, while 
others may apply to the entire county.   
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1. Those policy recommendations that are applicable to the entire county should be lifted 
out of the individual watershed planning efforts, and placed on a separate and faster 
track for consideration by the Board of Supervisors (BOS), so that policy 
recommendations are not on hold while the remainder of that watershed plan is being 
finished.   

2.  Recommendations for policy changes should be fed into the General Plan as proposed 
amendments and, where applicable, as amendments to the Zoning Ordinance and 
Facilities Standards Manual (FSM).  

 

XIII. COORDINATION OF COUNTY AUTHORITIES 

A. Coordination Strategies -- Creating easy and efficient mechanisms for internal County 
coordination during the planning process and Plan implementation will be essential for success.  
Watershed planning is complex, involving multiple sources of data, multiple skill sets, and multiple 
County departments.  To accomplish this goal, the SWMS Team recommends the following 
strategies. 

1. Designate Watershed Manager/Coordinator -- The BOS should designate through 
County Administration where leadership for watershed management coordination will 
reside, a critical factor for effective coordination. 

a. In the short-term, for the purposes of the watershed planning effort, the SWMS 
Team recommends that the BOS designate either an existing Department or the 
Environmental Coordinator as the lead for the watershed planning effort. 

b. For the long-term, if needed to fulfill the requirements of the Chesapeake Bay 
Agreement, the SWMS Team urges the BOS to consider the creation of an 
Environmental Services Department in its long-term planning for County staff.  

 

XIV. INVOLVEMENT OF COUNTY DECISION-MAKERS  

A. BOS and Town Representation -- The SWMS Team recommends that the BOS and 
incorporated Towns either (in order of preference) attend, have representation, or be regularly 
informed during the watershed planning process.  Additionally, the Planning Commission (PC) 
should be given the opportunity to participate and at a minimum should be kept informed 
throughout the process. 

B. Progress Reports -- The SWMS Team recommends that presentations should be made to the 
following decision-making bodies throughout the watershed management planning process, in 
consultation with one or two Supervisors as appropriate.  Presentations should reflect high-level 
County Administration support by having the presentations opened by the County Administrator 
with technical information provided by the Environmental Coordinator or watershed planning 
program manager, as appropriate.  

1. The Board of Supervisors; 

2. The Planning Commission; and 

3. Incorporated towns (the Coalition of Loudoun Towns (COLT) may be an appropriate 
venue for these presentations, and it may also be appropriate to provide presentations 
to joint meetings of Town Councils and Planning Commissions). 
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XV. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PLAN 

A. Authority for Implementation -- The Plan should specify and clarify who will implement each 
component of the Plan, provide a projected completion date, and designate who has authority for 
implementation. 

B. Coordination with Towns -- The County will coordinate with the Towns and enlist their 
participation in watershed management planning and implementation.   

C. Public-Private Partners -- It is important for the County to work with and encourage its private 
sector partners to continue their ongoing activities in the watersheds throughout both the planning 
and implementation phases of the watershed management planning process.  

D. Implementation Steering Committee -- The SWMS team recommends that the county-wide 
Stakeholder Steering Committee be continued or transition its membership after completion of the 
Plan to ensure continuing citizen involvement in monitoring and assisting with implementation. 

 

XVI. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DOC  

The SWMS Team recommends that on conclusion of its work, this Declaration of Cooperation be 
presented to the BOS and incorporated Towns for their review and approval.  It should be 
presented to the Planning Commission and committees listed above (WRTAC, COLT) for their 
information.  

 

XVII. Evaluation of the Watershed Plan 

The SWMS Team agrees that the Watershed Plans should include a strategy for revisiting and 
updating the Plans over time to ensure that they remain living documents. These plan reviews 
should be conducted by the County in collaboration with the county-wide Stakeholder Steering 
Committee.  An important component for assessing progress in achieving planning goals will be the 
water quality and stream health data collected under probability and trend monitoring approaches. 
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APPENDIX 1 
 

MODELING 
Further Information and Guidance 

 

MODELING FOR WATERSHED PLANNING: PHASE I  

1. Water Quality -- For predicting impacts of different management options on water quality, 
consider selecting either a basic spreadsheet (such as STEPL) or the slightly more sophisticated 
Generalized Watershed Loading Function (GWLF) model, both of which will address nitrogen, 
phosphorous, and sediment.  Experience in other localities has shown it is important that 
whichever model the County selects, the same model be applied across the entire County to 
ensure consistency of analysis and predictive value.  

2. Water Quantity -- For predicting impacts of different management options on water quantity, 
consider selecting a spreadsheet model to do “water balance accounting.”  It is understood that 
this would allow the County to make only rough predictive calculations of impacts on water 
quantity at an early phase of watershed planning. However, as more data is gathered over time, 
the County may be able to graduate to a more refined model to make more refined calculations.  

3. Ground Water -- For ground water quality and quantity, the models can offer predictive 
guidance for nonpoint source pollution and base flow.  For predicting impacts of different 
management options on groundwater, it is recommended that existing data are compiled and 
analyzed, as much data is already available but has not been analyzed.  It is also important that 
existing data and analyses already undertaken by agencies such as the USGS and DEQ be 
obtained by the County to avoid duplication of effort.  The USGS has agreed to provide input 
and assistance in the County’s modeling and data synchronization efforts. Questions regarding 
ground water availability are more difficult to quantify with ground water models and require a 
good conceptual understanding of the groundwater flow system of the area being studied.  In 
Phase I, the County will focus on developing a conceptual understanding of the groundwater 
flow system.  

4. Floodplains -- For predicting impacts of different management options on floodplains, 
consider obtaining existing modeling from FEMA to incorporate into the plan. 

 

MODELING FOR WATERSHED PLANNING: PHASE II  

1. Water Quality and Quantity -- For more sophisticated predictions of impacts of different 
management options on both water quality and quantity, the County should first inventory data 
available to decide which of the more sophisticated models would be most feasible to use.  The 
current choices are either EPA’s dynamic rainfall-runoff simulation model (SWMM) or the 
Hydrologic Simulation Program-Fortran model (HSPF).  Both models are appropriate for 
Loudoun’s mix of urban/rural land use, and could be used to predict nutrients, sediments, as 
well as flow variation and base flow. The HSPF model already has been used to develop two 
TMDLs for fecal coliform in Loudoun County, and so could be adapted for these broader 
predictive purposes as well as expanded to provide coverage for the entire County via 
extrapolation.  As a result, the Team suggests that the HSPF might be preferable to the SWMM 
model, but the County should make this determination when the time is appropriate.  The Team 
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also suggests the County consider using a flexible, selective approach in which more 
sophisticated models would be used for more complex, difficult watersheds. 

2. Ground Water -- For more sophisticated predictions of impacts of different management options 
on ground water, the County needs to establish long-term monitoring wells and gauges.  When 
more data becomes available, including geological data, the County could begin to conceptualize 
its ground water system.  The Team recognizes that the movement and availability of ground 
water is a difficult science, and that it will be at least five years before the a predictive model for 
ground water can be developed.  It is therefore suggested that other tools for decision-making 
be developed in the near-term.  Specifically, the Team recommends that the County consider 
selecting either the MOD-FLOW or SUTRA 3-D models for use as early as possible in Phase II. 
Either of these tools can be used to identify: (a) areas at risk of low base flow; and (b) areas 
important for ground water recharge.   

 

MODELING FOR WATERSHED PLANNING: PHASE III  

For groundwater, the Team also recommends a later Phase III modeling effort in which the County 
would eventually develop and use a ground water model that can provide better predictive capability 
for the availability of groundwater.   
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APPENDIX 2 
 

Stakeholder Steering Committee  
Proposed Composition and  

Organizational and Communication Structures  
  
Organization Chart 

The Watershed Steering Committee is the central core of the watershed management strategy 
organization.  The subcommittees provide the Steering Committee with technical findings and strategic 
analysis and perspective.  The names and composition of the subcommittees may change at the 
discretion of the Steering Committee.  Stakeholder organizations are engaged through the 
subcommittee process to address watershed issues and support the development of watershed plan. 
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Communication Chart 
  
Watershed Steering Committee communications include: governmental, informational and regulatory.   
Formal bidirectional governmental communication includes public meeting process as well as direct 
communication to elected officials of the government entities.  Two avenues are available to 
communicate between the Loudoun County Board of Supervisors.   

 

 

 
 

Note: The lightening bolts reflect a Federal or State regulatory relationship between an agency and the 
Steering Committee. The curvy lines represent more informal communicative channels.  
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APPENDIX 3 
 

Watershed Planning Reference Resources 
 

1) CCWRA. 2002. Watersheds: An Integrated Water Resources Plan for Chester County, PA in 
Landscapes. Chester County Water Resources Authority. 

 
2) CWP. 2000. The Practice of Watershed Protection: Techniques for Protecting Our Nation’s Stream, Lakes, 

Rivers, and Estuaries. The Center for Watershed Protection, Ellicott City, MD. 
 

3) DCR. 2004. Local Watershed Management Planning in Virginia: A Community Water Quality Approach. 
The Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, Richmond, Virginia. 

 
4) LCSA. 2003. Goose Creek Source Water Protection Program. Loudoun County Sanitation Authority. 
  
5) LWW and LWC. 2005. State of the Streams: A Water Quality Assessment. Loudoun Watershed Watch 

and Loudoun Wildlife Conservancy USEPA. 2005.  
 

6) MWCOG. 2003. Loudoun County Baseline Biological Monitoring Survey (2000-2002), Phase I: Broad Run, 
Goose Creek, Limestone Branch, Catoctin Creek, Dutchman Creek, and Piney Run Mainstem Conditions.  
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, Department of Environmental Programs, 
Washington, DC.  

 
7) USEPA. 2005.  EPA 841-B-05-005.  Draft Handbook for Developing Watershed Plans to Restore and 

Protect Our Waters. U.S Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Water, Washington, DC. 
 

8) USEPA. 2004. Protecting Water Resources with Smart Growth. EPA 231-R-04-002. U.S 
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Water, Washington, DC. 

 
9) USEPA. 2005. National Management Measures to Control Non Point Source Pollution from Urban Areas. 

EPA 841-B-05-004. U.S Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Water, Washington, DC. 
 

10) USEPA. 2006. Growing Toward More Efficient Water Use: Linking Development, Infrastructure, and 
Drinking Water Policies. EPA 230-R-06-001. U.S Environmental Protection Agency, Office of 
Water, Washington, DC. 

 
11) Using Smart Growth Techniques as Stormwater Management Practices. EPA 231-B-05-002. U.S 

Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Water, Washington, DC. 
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APPENDIX 4 
 

Signature Pages and  

Specific Organizational Commitments  
 

Ordered Alphabetically by Organization or Last Name of Individual 
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The Loudoun Wildlife Conservancy (LWC), the largest non-affiliated, all-volunteer conservation tion 
in Loudoun County, commits to support SWMS in the following areas: 

A. Data, study or resource: LWC volunteers will collect data on streams and sites 
throughout the County. Data includes: number and types of benthic macro-
invertebrates, ambient water and air temperatures, PH, Habitat assessments, watershed 
land use and human impacts. Data will be made available to SWMS members through 
cooperation with LWW. 

B. Education, outreach or project: LWC will: a. Provide knowledgeable volunteers to assist 
schools, scout groups or other organizations, for education on water quality and stream 
habitat/assessment issues; b. Provide programs and training to volunteers and interested 
groups on stream monitoring techniques; c. Develop and publish articles regarding 
stream quality in our quarterly newsletter, The Habitat Herald; d. Participate in 
stream/watershed education efforts/initiatives of other groups/agencies (LWW, 
LSWCD, LCSA, etc.)  e. Provide volunteers and other resources for riparian restoration 
projects.  f. Identify trends in water quality and stream health to educate the general 
public.  g. Compile and analyze collected data and provide summary information to 
LWC monitors and the general public. h. Provide educational materials on water quality, 
stream health, pollution prevention and environmental stewardship.   

C. Land Use Planning and Policy: LWC will provide advice/input to County BOS, Planning 
Commission, staff, and Landowners regarding the importance of, and need for, 
protecting stream corridors and floodplains for the benefits of wildlife and human 
passive recreation. 

D. Stream Monitoring: LWC will continue to provide a cadre of trained volunteers for 
stream monitoring in accordance with a modified EPA Rapid Bioasessment II, or other 
approved methodology.  LWC also commits to expanding its program to include other 
parameters and locations when time, training and funding permit. Our commitment 
includes: a. Recruitment and training of team leaders and citizen volunteers. b. Providing 
and maintaining stream quality equipment and supplies.  c. Collecting data that includes 
physical, chemical, biological, habitat parameters and land use activities. d. Develop, 
implement and maintain an approved quality assurance program. 

 
 

 
_______________________________________                   _____________________ 
Nicole Hamilton, President, LWC     Date 
 
(See signature page above)   _________________                   _____________________ 
Philip Daley, LWC’s SWMS Rep     Date 
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